Abstract: This paper analyzes whether the interplay between national and international law has effects on economic variables. Aspects dealt with include (i) the difficulty of delegating competence to international bodies, (ii) the difficulty of reversing delegation, (iii) the way international law is transformed into the domestic legal order, and (iv) the potential role of national courts. The paper investigates whether institutional arrangements
The Interplay Between National and International Law-Its Economic Effects Drawing on Four New Indicators 1 Introduction
It is argued (Majone 1996, 12 ) that "credibility, rather than the legitimate use of coercion is now the most valuable resource of policy-makers." A state strong enough to protect private property rights and enforce private contracts is also strong enough to expropriate private wealth (e.g., Weingast 1993) . Simply promising to enforce private property rights is thus not sufficient to attract make potential investors invest. States that have not yet built a reputation for sticking to their policy announcements will be especially affected. In such cases, creating domestic independent agencies often is not viewed as a credible commitment because such agencies can be abolished with relative ease. It might therefore be rational for these countries to delegate relatively more powers internationally. Levy and Spiller (1994, 210) deal with the issue of regulatory commitment and hypothesize that countries without an independent judiciary will have difficulty developing regulatory systems that attract substantial levels of private investment.
In such cases, "alternative mechanisms of securing commitment (like international guarantees) will be necessary" (ibid.).
Increasing one's credibility via international delegation appears to work. A recent paper (Dreher and Voigt 2008) shows that countries that are highly integrated in the international order-in the sense of being a member of many international organizations (IOs)-do indeed have better risk ratings than countries that are not.
On the basis of panel data for up to 136 countries and over the time period of 1984 to 2006, membership in IOs is significantly and robustly linked with higher levels of credibility. Deliberately reducing its discretionary leeway by subjecting some policies to internationally agreed upon standards can thus increase a government's credibility.
Taking this as the case gives rise to several follow-up questions: Does the way in which membership in international organizations is anchored in the municipal legal order have additional effects on a country's credibility? Does the importance that the municipal legal order attributes to membership in IOs convey any important signals that have effects on the perception of a country's policies for both private actors and fellow governments? It is hypothesized that the more difficult it is to delegate competence to international bodies, the more credible such delegation, c.p. A second hypothesis is that the more difficult it is to reverse original delegation decisions, the more credible delegation will be. A third conjecture is that if law generated by the international community is directly applicable on the nation-state level, credibility will increase. And, finally, it is hypothesized that delegation decisions will gain further credence if nation-state courts have the power to draw on decisions of international courts in their own dicta.
These hypotheses appear intuitively plausible, but I test them empirically. Parts of this paper echo age-old discussions over whether national law and international law should be considered as one single legal order ("monism") or whether they should be considered as two different legal orders ("dualism") . This discussion has been going on for a century now. Work on this paper began with the assumption that data on countries' institutional arrangements should be readily available precisely because of this century-old discussion. To my great surprise, I discovered that this is not the case and thus began to assemble my own database. This paper hence contributes to the literature by providing a fine-grained indicator of monism and dualism. However, the scope of the paper is much broader since the monism indicator is only one out of four new indicators presented here.
The new database promises to be useful with regard to a number of other research questions. The results here presented show that the difficulty-of-delegating indicator (based on the first hypothesis) has fairly robust effects on credibility.
Monist orders, however, do not confer any more credibility on governments than do dualist ones. Quite to the contrary, two single components that are part of the monism indicator show that dualism is correlated with higher credibility ratings although not very robustly.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. I engage in some theorizing in the next section. Section 3 describes the single components of the database. In Section 4, I present the data in various ways. Section 5 contains a more rigorous econometric analysis; Section 6 concludes.
Some Theory
Ratifying an international treaty can be interpreted as a policy announcement: a government that ratifies such a treaty promises to comply with its rules. All else equal, this means that ratification of an international treaty reduces the government's discretionary leeway. Since ratifying is a voluntary act, governments that reduce their degrees of freedom by doing so must expect something in return. I have shown elsewhere (Dreher and Voigt 2008 ) that the voluntary hands-tying by governments does indeed improve their credibility, which, in turn, is expected to lead to higher investment and growth.
Suppose that, c.p., domestic and international delegation have identical effects on a government's credibility. In such a case, I assume that governments prefer domestic over international delegation as less sovereignty is lost, governments generally valuing sovereignty. One of the reasons for delegating power internationally is thus the insufficient credibility of domestic delegation, at least as long as the goal of the IO created by international treaty can in principle also be achieved unilaterally at home as is, for example, the case with regard to respecting property rights. The central question of this paper, then, is whether domestic law influences the credibility gains that can be reaped from ratifying international treaties? It is conjectured that the more difficult it is to delegate competence onto the international plane, the more credible such delegation will be. This might occur, for example, if a great many domestic actors must consent to delegating competence onto the international level. Formulated in terms of signaling theory (Spence 1974) , the necessity of obtaining the consent of a great many domestic actors makes announcing a country's adherence to internationally agreed upon standards costly, which makes the signal valuable. Such a situation is somewhat paradoxical, however: international delegation is chosen because domestic delegation is not sufficiently credible, yet the domestic legal order has at least some impact on the credibility-enhancing effects of international delegation. The paradox can also be described in terms of principal-agent theory: member states are the principals, who create an agent-the IO. Henceforth, this agent is to monitor the principal's compliance with the rules agreed upon. One could even go so far as to call this a Münchhausen paradox, reflecting a story Baron Münchhausen told of finding himself in dangerously deep water one day, from which he extricated himself by pulling his own hair.
For more than a century, international law scholars have been debating the "monism vs. dualism" issue. Essentially, the debate revolves around whether domestic and international law form one or two legal orders and how international law is transformed into domestic law. According to the monist notion, both domestic and international law form one unitary legal order. In the case that domestic law conflicts with international law, there are two pure ways of resolving such conflicts within the monist approach: to declare the supremacy of domestic over international law or to declare the supremacy of international over domestic law. According to the dualist tradition, however, domestic and international law are two separate and nonoverlapping legal orders: conflicts are thus impossible.
Many legal textbooks claim that the distinction between monism and dualism has become blurred and is of little factual relevance today. Nevertheless, all introductory texts to international law deal extensively with the distinction. 1 I now develop a number of hypotheses on possible effects of different institutional arrangements with regard to the implementation of international law in domestic legal orders. Cassese (2001, Chapter 8) refers to the distinction as different conceptions, different approaches, different theories, and different doctrines. The term "theory" appears to be used in the sense of "a particular conception or view of something"
and not as "a coherent group of general propositions used as principles of explanation for a class of phenomena." These competing theories do not purport to offer any general explanations concerning the relationship between municipal and international law; rather, they reflect different convictions of how the relationship between municipal and international law should be structured. They are thus not positive, but normative. As international law usually does not contain any instructions as to how it should be implemented domestically, governments can choose whether their country will follow the monist or the dualist approach, that is, they can choose how their country deals with international law.
(1) Difficulty to delegate powers internationally National legal orders involve many and various steps that must be taken before powers can be delegated internationally. It is hypothesized that the more difficult it is to delegate powers, the more credible will be the country that delegates. If delegation can be accomplished at the whim of just one central politician, it is not costly and thus does not send a signal that the country is serious about delegating some decision-making power. If, on the other hand, powers are delegated only after parliamentary super-majorities are obtained, none of a potentially high number of actors vetoes the delegation, etc., delegation is costly and a government incurring those costs sends a signal that it is serious about delegation.
How to measure the "seriousness" of delegating powers internationally? To create international law, a number of steps need to be taken, e.g., negotiating the contents of the treaty, its phrasing, signing, and domestic ratification. The more actors that are involved domestically before an agreement becomes binding, the more difficult it is to have it ratified domestically. One measure of difficulty thus consists in counting the number of players whose consent is necessary for domestic ratification. Usually, this will be (a representative of) the executive, the legislature, and, often, some figurehead. However, it is also possible that the judiciary has to confirm the constitutionality of the agreement or that the population at large has to indicate its agreement by way of a referendum.
(2) Difficulty of reversing internationally delegated powers
It is conceivable that playing by the rules of international law can be costly for a government, making exit from previously ratified treaties attractive. 2
(3) Monist vs. Dualist Legal Order
If international delegation of powers can be reversed at low or even no cost, delegation will not increase credibility in the first place. Only if a government will incur substantial costs in "renationalizing" a policy can the delegation decision be interpreted as a credible commitment and hence increase government credibility.
Some constitutions have a sort of "ratchet-effect" that makes it very difficult to reverse delegation decisions. I would expect this type of constitutional provision to signal a country's earnestness regarding international delegation of power.
Monist legal orders, in which international law takes primacy over national law, are another indicator of the earnestness with which competence is delegated onto the international level. As mentioned above, there is a century-long debate among legal scholars concerning these two views, which is why it seems relevant to look at a variety of aspects that can all be subsumed under this heading. The following aspects are hypothesized to have an impact on the credibility of delegating powers internationally:
• Traditional dualism is based on the assumption that two legal orders can exist side by side without one having an influence on the other. Given that a state has ratified an international treaty and that the domestic legal order is not entirely compatible with international law, a provision in the constitution specifying that international law has supremacy over ordinary domestic or even domestic constitutional law is conjectured to be a signal indicating a country's willingness to play by the international rules even if doing so makes changes in the national legal order necessary.
•
It is hypothesized that municipal legal orders that give direct effect to international law will be attributed higher credibility than legal orders that It is hypothesized that domestic courts being substantially influential in the implementation of international law will enhance credibility of the delegation of competence to international bodies. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that judges are immune from the direct influence of governments. 4
• The ability of the domestic constitutional/supreme court to overturn domestic laws because they are not in conformity with international law is conjectured to add credibility to the delegation onto the international level.
The following is a list of several aspects useful in evaluating the role of the judiciary:
3 Sometimes, the execution mechanism is distinguished from adoption. Yet, the effects are very similar, which is why they are counted as one mechanism here.
• Given that the highest domestic court has the competence just described, it is further investigated whether this competence is constrained to ex ante review (i.e., review can take place only before domestic legislation has been passed that transforms international into domestic law) or whether it can also be used ex post. The conjecture is, of course, that the broader the competence of the court, the more credible the delegation.
The highest domestic court's power to apply international law-even if such has not been formally adopted or transformed by any other actor-is expected to enhance the credibility of government commitments announced by ratifying international conventions.
• Lastly, the perception of the delegation of competence to the international level in domestic courts could be of interest. Here, I hypothesize that if the delegation of competence is seen as a genuine renunciation of certain sovereign rights, it should be accompanied by higher credibility gains than if membership is simply viewed as a promise not to exercise those rights for the time being.
These four hypotheses as to the possible consequences that the legal institutions used to delegate competence internationally could have on a country's credibility can be summarized as follows:
(1) The difficulty-of-delegation hypothesis: The more difficult it is to delegate powers from the national to the international level, the higher the ensuing credibility;
(2) The difficulty-of-reversion hypothesis: The more difficult it is to reverse the original delegation decision, the higher the ensuing credibility;
(3) The monist-order hypothesis: Monist legal orders that give international law primacy over national law will, c.p., achieve higher credibility gains than that given to the ratification of international treaties by countries with a dualist legal order (or even a monist one attributing primacy to municipal law);
(4) The national-court hypothesis: The more power nation-state courts have to draw on international law, the higher the ensuing credibility.
I now describe my method of empirically testing these hypotheses.
Making Integration-Earnestness Measurable
Since data on the four aspects just described were not readily available, a questionnaire covering these aspects was developed and sent to experts in international law. 5
All four hypotheses can be boiled down to the idea of whether the country is I now describe how the four hypotheses are operationalized. The difficulty-ofdelegation hypothesis posits that the more difficult it is to delegate power from the national to the international level, the higher the ensuing credibility. To
5
A copy of the questionnaire can be found in the Appendix. Note that the version set out in the Appendix also contains the coding used to make the information comparable; this coding was NOT contained in the questionnaire sent to the experts. For many countries, we received more than one questionnaire, which enabled me to double-check the consistency of the answers. Alternatively, one could simply let the data speak and run principal components analysis. We refrain from doing so for two reasons. First, as soon as one single variable is missing, we have to drop the entire country, thus losing quite a few observations. Second, it is often difficult to give a sensible substantial interpretation to the resulting factors.
operationalize this, it was first asked how many organs of the nation-state had to explicitly consent to an international treaty. More specifically, it was asked whether the head of the executive, the head of the legislature, the (formal) head of state, the judiciary, or the population at large need to agree for domestic ratification to be valid (the possibility that an additional organ not explicitly mentioned would need to agree is covered by the option "others, namely …"). The higher the number of players whose consent is needed, the more difficult to ratify a treaty and the higher the coding. It was next inquired whether the legislature consisted of one or more chambers and what majorities were needed in the respective chambers to ratify an international treaty (Questions 2 and 3). The answers to both questions were synthesized; a country with a single chamber and the need for a simple majority scored the lowest score and a country with two chambers and a majority of at least four-fifths in both houses scored 1. 7
The difficulty-of-reversion hypothesis posits that the more difficult it is to reverse the original delegation decision, the higher the ensuing credibility. To empirically test this hypothesis, it was asked on what legal plane reversal of the original ratification can occur (i.e., the constitution, ordinary law, or precedent). The higher the legal level, the higher the coding. It was further asked whether reversal is easier than original ratification (coded 0), as difficult as the original ratification (0.5), or more difficult (1; Question 5).
The monist-order hypothesis conjectures that states adhering to the monist notion and declaring international law to be supreme over national law should gain most with regard to credibility. Countries in which international law has supremacy over domestic constitutional law in case of a conflict between the two were coded 1, countries in which international law has supremacy over ordinary domestic law 0.5, and countries in which domestic constitutional law trumps international law 0. A great many other aspects appear relevant in ascertaining the relationship between municipal and international law; some of them, as listed below, are explicitly recognized in the dataset:
• Does the constitution contain norms that require the conformity of national with international law? (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no").
• Does the constitution specify procedures for safeguarding the uniformity between national and international law? (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no").
7
Combination of the two answers leads to a matrix with 20 cells. The coding of each of these cells is documented in Appendix 1.
• Does the constitution contain an article that provides for the direct effect of international law in the national legal order? (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no").
•
Is interpretation of international law by international courts viewed as a genuine part of international law? (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no").
How is international law implemented in the national legal order? (1 if by "adoption"; 0.5 if by "transformation en bloc"; and 0 if by specific transformation).
Is delegation equivalent to a renunciation of certain sovereign rights (1) or is it simply a promise not to exercise those rights? (0).
The national-court hypothesis deals with the role of domestic courts in applying international law. Specifically, the more competence nation-state courts have in drawing on international law, the higher the ensuing credibility. To make this hypothesis tractable for empirical testing, I investigated whether the national constitutional/supreme court has the competence to overturn domestic laws in the case where they do not conform with international law (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no"). This coding is based on the assumption that a court that has such competence is engaged in monitoring compliance of nation-state legislation with international law. Traditionally, international law is the law of nations and has little do with individuals. However, this interpretation changes as soon as domestic courts have the competence to draw on international law in ascertaining the conformity of municipal law with international law: if individuals have standing in supreme national courts, they have been turned into watchdogs over international law. To evaluate the force of this competence more precisely, it was asked whether this competence was constrained to ex ante review, i.e., review must take place before domestic legislation is passed, or whether it can also be used ex post (0 if constrained to ex ante; 1 if it can also be used ex post). Yet another aspect is the question of whether the national constitutional/supreme court has the power to apply international law even if such has not been explicitly transformed by the legislature (1 if "yes"; 0 if "no"). This competence is conjectured to strengthen the bite of international law and its existence should therefore increase a country's credibility. 8
8
It could be argued that this is likely to increase a country's credibility only if its judges are favorable to international law and that such a situation may be unlikely due to political economy considerations: the more competences that are delegated to the international level, the less competences remain on the nation-state level. By being favorable to international law, nation-state judges would thus indirectly reduce their own domain of competence, which would violate the These are the indicators that are used to test whether the way in which international law is transformed and applied in domestic legal orders has any effect on a country's credibility. The dataset here presented makes possible at least two things, namely: (1) checking whether countries can be grouped as unequivocally monist or dualist; and (2) 
Data Description
The variables described in the previous section represent the four hypotheses described in Section 2. Based on these variables, four indicators intended to mirror one hypothesis each were constructed. The correlation matrix displays the partial correlation coefficients among the four indicators. 9 rational actor assumption. Yet, as long as it cannot be excluded that some courts are friendly to international law some of the time, the national-court hypothesis might have an effect.
9
In the correlation matrix displayed here (as well as in Appendix 2, which contains the values of all indicators used here), the "difficulty-of-delegation" hypothesis is shortened to "delegation," the "difficulty-of-reversal" hypothesis to "reversal," the various aspects used to ascertain where a country should be grouped on the monism/dualism scale to "monism," and the degree to which domestic courts can apply international law to "courts." Prior to confronting my indicators with other variables of interest, I use the dataset to test some of the conventional wisdom found in many textbooks on international law. Although some of these texts speak of "surveys" regarding the implementation of international law into municipal legal orders, they usually present an informal overview of a few relevant laws rather than a truly data-driven analysis (see, e.g., Cassese 2001, 170) . Instead of scrupulously checking a variety of textbooks, I rely here on just one, namely, that by Cassese, and take it to be representative of the rest.
The distinction between monism and dualism has received much attention from scholars of international law. Let us therefore begin by describing the institutional traits that a country completely following the monist approach should display. The core characteristics of the monist approach attributing primacy to international law are documented in the answers to Questions 6 and 7. Question 6 asks whether a country has traditionally followed the monist approach. Of all 71 countries in the survey, 23 claim to have done so. Question 7 inquires into whether international law has supremacy over domestic constitutional law (which should usually include supremacy over ordinary domestic law). Hence the combinations 6a and 7b (monist approach and international law supreme over domestic constitutional law) as well as 6a and 7b+c (monist approach and international law supreme over both domestic constitutional and ordinary law) constitute monist orders. Given that the executive can ratify treaties without the explicit consent of parliament, Cassese further expects that action by parliament will be required for the transformation into national law. This can be tested by drawing on Variable 12 of the dataset. I interpret the hypothesis to mean that there will neither be adoption (a) nor en bloc transformation of international law (b, i), but specific (i.e., pieceby-piece) transformation of international law (b, ii) . This is indeed the case in all six countries covered. Cassese's claim is, again, supported by the data.
Bivariate Correlations with Other Variables of Interest
I now investigate how "integration earnestness" is correlated with other variables based on a number of theoretical conjectures. Since it cannot be excluded that only some aspects of "integration earnestness" are correlated with other variables, I provide the correlations with all four indicators. All in all, correlations are rather low (see Table 2 ):
(1) Three indicators proxying for the degree of a country's membership in international organizations are used (these are described in detail in Dreher (2) The relationship between the degree of international delegation and "integration earnestness" is conjectured to involve a tradeoff: the more earnest the domestic legal system promises to be with regard to international law, the more expensive the delegation of competence to international organizations. This should lead, in turn, to a lower propensity to delegate competence in the first place.
INTDEL 3 starts from INTDEL 2 but weighs membership according to the number of years that a country has been a member. This is based on the conjecture that credibility could also be a function of time. A former study (Dreher and Voigt 2008) shows that higher degrees of membership in IOs are indeed correlated with higher degrees of credibility.
12 This idea implies that the difficulty-of-delegation indicator should have a negative sign when correlated with the three indicators of international delegation. In all three cases, however, the sign is positive; indeed, with regard to the first indicator of international delegation, the correlation is rather high. Regarding the difficulty of reversal, backward induction would lead us to expect high reversal costs to be correlated with low degrees of membership
11
States can, e.g., not only be a member of the WTO but the number of commitments they entered into within the framework of GATS can, and does, vary significantly. This variance is what is meant by "degrees of membership."
12
Whether countries with a high degree of international delegation AND a high degree of integration earnestness can reap additional benefits in terms of increased credibility will be investigated in the next section.
in IOs. This is, indeed, the case with regard to the first and third measures of membership, but only insignificantly so with regard to the third measure.
Similarly, the choice of a dualist (or a monist) domestic legal order can be expected to have repercussions on the degree of international delegation. As dualism perceives the domestic and the international legal order as conceptually distinct, participation in the international legal order is not viewed as abdicating competences on the national level. The other side of the coin would be a monist order providing for supremacy of international over domestic law. Here, membership in IOs has a potentially high price and is thus less likely to occur. The correlation matrix shows that this conjecture appears to be correct with regard to the third indicator of international delegation.
(2) Newly independent states will be more likely to face a credibility problem than will long-established regimes. It is thus straightforward to assume that these states strive for recognition and attempt to send signals concerning their credibility-provided that these signals are not too costly. Signals regarding domestic integration earnestness have the further advantage that they can be unilaterally emitted. It would thus seem that the more recent a country's independence, the higher the degree of integration earnestness.
The correlation matrix shows that there is a negative correlation between the age of a democracy (the United States, which has been a democracy since 1787, is normalized to "1" here) and the difficulty-of-reversal as well as the monism indicator.
Looking at the four indicators, it appears that young democracies attempt to (4) The number of veto players has been discussed in a number of publications (e.g., Tsebelis 2002, "checks" in Table 2 ). Usually, this variable is used as a proxy for the difficulty of passing new legislation: the higher the number of actors that have to agree to new legislation, the more difficult it will be to have it passed. A high number of veto players can thus be assumed to increase policy stability, which entails the downside that adjustment to exogenous shocks occurs slowly. Two competing conjectures regarding the relationship between the number of veto players and integration earnestness can be advanced: on the one hand, it seems consistent to assume that constitutional systems previewing a high degree of separation of powers internally should, following the same logic, also display a high degree with regard to international law (this would especially hold true for the first indicator). Additionally, if a high number of veto players is intended to convey the message that a country is serious about the separation of powers, it is hard to see why it should stop short of trying to send that signal with regard to the domestic handling of international law. On the other hand, one could also argue that if the number of domestic veto points is already high, the additional returns from a high degree of integration earnestness would be marginal. The results show that the correlation between the degree of checks and my various indicators is rather low.
(5) Very similar arguments can be applied with regard to the relationship between judicial independence-both formal and factual-and integration earnestness because judicial independence can also be interpreted as one component of the separation of powers. The correlation matrix shows, however, that there is almost no correlation between the two variables.
(6) One of the most important traits of legal systems is whether they belong to the common or the civil law family. In common law systems, judges' influence in discovering-and developing-law is higher than it is in civil law countries. One could thus expect that constitution-makers in such countries would be hesitant to establish monism as this would increase the influence of judges. The negative correlation between common law countries (as well as former British colonies, which are almost always common law systems) and monism is the strongest among all correlations here reported. This is also interesting with regard to the potential problem of endogeneity of the four delegation indicators analyzed here. To the extent that one supposes common law and having been a British colony as exogenously given, however, endogeneity does not seem to be too problematic. 13 (7) Finally, democracies seem to have fewer problems with endowing their judges with the competence to apply international law directly, as attested to by the correlation of 0.382.
In sum, Section 4 reveals three things of interest: (1) the correlation between the four indicators here introduced is rather low; (2) many of the hypotheses put forth by international law scholars are in accord with the data introduced here; and (3) correlations between the four indicators and other variables of interest are, at least on average, rather low. On the other hand, some theoretical priors are confirmed by the data.
Econometric Analysis
The question I am interested in is whether the way in which international law is dealt with in domestic law has any significant impact on the credibility of policy announcements made by nation-state governments. Ratification of an international treaty is here interpreted as a policy announcement in the sense that the government promises to play by the rules of that treaty. I thus need a good proxy for the "credibility of policy announcements," which would be the endogenous where to invest) and not merely personal evaluations that may not be followed by action. The subjective construction of credit ratings has the additional advantage of implicitly controlling for a number of factors that might influence a country's
13
On the other hand, the fairly high correlation with the age of democracy, the date when the constitution was passed, as well as a dummy variable for transition countries could indicate that there is a problem of endogeneity. Yet, none of these correlations is as high as those with the common law and the British colony dummies.
capacity to repay a large debt but that would be very difficult to control for using objective controls (Keefer and Knack 2003). 14 In this study, I use a modified version of the country risk ratings produced by Euromoney. Literally, these country risk ratings proxy for the likelihood that a government will pay back its loans on time. I propose to interpret the rating more widely. Taking out a loan is based on a contract and always contains a promise to pay it back under specified circumstances. Country risk ratings can, hence, also be interpreted as the subjective evaluation of how credible a government's promise is to pay back its loans. In theory, it could be the case that government promises in one policy area (say, environmental policy) are much more credible than in another policy area (say, disarmament issues). Here, I assume, however, that the credibility attributed to countries by risk agencies with regard to the promise of paying back loans is a good indicator for the credibility of government promises generally.
Euromoney's risk ratings are based on the views of experts and heads of syndication and loans entities, as well as on data from the World Bank, forfeiting houses, and credit rating agencies. To obtain the overall country risk score, Euromoney assigns a weighting to nine categories. These are political risk (25% weighting), economic performance (25%), debt indicators (10%), debt in default or rescheduled (10%), credit ratings (10%), access to bank finance (5%), access to short-term finance (5%), access to capital markets (5%), and discount on forfeiting (5%). I use a modified version of the indicator as some of the components included in Euromoney's risk ratings seem to belong on the righthand side of the equation because they explain country risk. Good economic performance should, for example, lead to an improvement in the risk rating. The components used here are: (i) political risk, which comprises the risk of
14
With regard to creditworthiness ratings, Keefer and Knack (2003, 173) cite a study by Feder and Ross (1982) who show that out of a sample of 78 Euromarket loans for 34 countries, the interest rate spread was strongly and inversely correlated with the creditworthiness ratings, controlling for maturity and length of the grace period. They (ibid.) also cite a study published by the U.S. General Accounting Office in 1994 that found the creditworthiness indicator similarly strongly related to the discount on 38 sovereign debt instruments, owed by 21 countries, which were traded on secondary markets. Keefer and Knack draw on a different creditworthiness rating than the one we use, but it is very highly correlated with the one used here. The indicator provided by Euromoney has the advantage over similar indicators that Euromoney explicitly provides the data for the single components out of which the indicator is created, which allows me to modify it according to my research aims. The partial correlation between the original version and my modified version is very high (r = 0.964).
"INTDEL" is a variable that measures the degree to which a country has delegated competence internationally. The three versions of this variable are described in Section 4.3.
Here, we are interested in the question of whether a high degree of "integration earnestness" can further improve a country's risk ratings. "EARNEST" can be any of the four indicators developed above. "Z" is a vector of control variables intended to ensure that it is not omitted variables that are responsible for high levels of significance; these variables thus test the robustness of my results. In particular, a number of domestic institutions could be important determinants of a country's credibility. The NGO Freedom House has ranked most countries with regard to both their degree of political rights as well as the civil liberties accorded to citizens. To save on degrees of freedom, I take the mean of the two indicators, rescaled such that higher numbers reflect higher degrees of freedom. Inglehart and Welzel (2005, 193) argue that the indicator neglects the actual implementation of these rights and should actually be interpreted as a de jure indicator. 17 To obtain an "effective" indicator, they propose multiplying the Freedom House scores by the "control of corruption" indicator provided by the World Bank (Kaufmann et al. 2003 ) based on the notion that high degrees of corruption signal that it is not formal rules that count but the discretionary power of the elite. After rescaling the control of corruption indicator, I multiply the variables such that the product can take on every value between 0 (worst) and 100 (best). I call this indicator "de facto rule of law." The Scandinavian countries, followed by New Zealand, the Netherlands, and Canada, score best, whereas Cuba, Syria, and Vietnam score worst. The indicator is based on data from 2000. The incorporation of three single variables into just one has the additional advantage of saving degrees of freedom.
Two other domestic factors could also be determinants of a country's credibility:
(2) the number of checks on the legislature (according to data provided by Beck et al. 2001 ), following the logic described in section 4.3, and (3) democratic regimes may enjoy higher credibility than autocratic ones. This latter is controlled for by drawing on the Polity IV indicator (Marshall and Jaggers 2004) , which codes countries between -10 (perfect autocracy) to +10 (perfect democracy). 18
17
They point out, e.g., that Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and South Africa all receive the same score as Germany, Great Britain, Spain, and Belgium.
18
I also controlled for the development assistance received per capita in the year 2000 on the assumption that countries that heavily depend on foreign aid might simply lack the means to keep their promises, which should, in turn, result in low levels of credibility. The results show that this variable always has the expected negative sign but that the variable is never significant in
The empirical strategy closely follows the underlying model. First, the baseline regressions are performed, adding one of the four indicators in turn. In a second step, the robustness of these results to outliers is checked. In a third step, the four indicators are differentiated into their single components. Here, I report only a fraction of all robustness tests performed. The cross-section analysis is performed by drawing on ordinary least squares, while inference is based on t-statistics computed on the basis of White heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors. The other three indicators ("cost-of-reversal," "monism," and "courts") did not reach conventional significance levels in explaining differences in risk rating. I thus do not report them in any detail here. The significance of the four indicators is, hence, mixed at best. This might also be the result of aggregating single variables inadequately into the four composite indicators, which is why I also analyzed the relevance of single variables for explaining country risk. Again, I
only report the results of those variables that proved to have some significance. Table 4 reports the results concerning Variables 1 through 3, which form the basis of the difficulty-of-delegation indicator. Variable 1 (the number of constitutional organs that need to agree for an international treaty to be ratified) remains significant even after the Z vector is included. Assuming a value of 7 as the coefficient of that variable, a one standard deviation improvement is connected conjunction with any of the earnestness indicators. The results are available upon request from the author.
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In this and all other tables, dummy variables for both Argentina and Hungary are included. Based on the explanatory variables used, the risk rating for Argentina in 2003 should have been much better than it was; the opposite holds for Hungary.
with an improvement in credibility of 0.91 points. A look at the components of the Z vector is interesting: higher levels of the de facto rule of law indicator are very significantly correlated with higher levels of credibility. This is in line with a number of previous studies (e.g., Feld and Voigt 2003) that find that actual government behavior is what counts and not what some law says ought to count.
In other words, government credibility will be substantially influenced by what governments really do and much less so by what they ought to do. This means that signaling "integration earnestness" will improve credibility only if it is accompanied by concordant behavior.
Interestingly-and unexpectedly-higher degrees of democracy are correlated with lower levels of credibility, c.p. In other words, it is actual implementation of the rule of law that is credibility enhancing and not the level of democracy. These results are consistent over all regression models. The combination of Variables 2 and 3 (referring to necessary majorities) basically tells the same story. Table 5 deals with Variable 7 , which asks what type of law has supremacy when domestic and international law conflict. The hypothesis is that giving dominance to international law over domestic law should boost credibility. The table shows that this hypothesis can be rejected. The variable always has the "wrong" negative sign, often at significant levels, meaning that according supremacy to international law reduces a country's credibility.
-TABLE 5 AROUND HEREVariable 11 deals with the question of whether interpretation of international law by international courts is accepted as a genuine part of international law by domestic courts. Here (results displayed in Table 6 ), the variable has the anticipated sign and survives the inclusion of the Z vector in certain specifications. Variable 11 is a dummy and a coefficient of 2.5 thus indicates that countries where international law is interpreted in such a manner can expect to enjoy a credibility rating that is some 2.5 points higher than countries where this is not the case.
-TABLE 6 AROUND HERE -
The last variable significantly correlated with a country's credibility is Variable 16, which asks whether the highest domestic court has the power to apply international law. The conjecture is that such competence should strengthen the power of courts and increase credibility. The results reported in Table 7 show that this is the case. A coefficient of 3.5 indicates that countries where courts enjoy that competence should enjoy credibility levels that are around 3.5 points higher than countries that do not.
-TABLE 7 AROUND HERETo finish the analysis of the impact of domestic law on a country's credibility ratings, I include the indicator (difficulty-of-delegation) as well as the single variables that are robustly correlated with the credibility ratings. Table 8 shows that the difficulty-of-delegation indicator always remains significant in these models. Variables 11 and 16 are significant at least at the 10% level almost throughout. The adjusted coefficient of determination exceeds 0.9 in the last three equations and is generally higher than in previous tables. The cumulative effects of the three aspects are considerable: a country securing a coding of 1 in all three variables can expect to enjoy between 15.7 and 21.4 more points in the credibility ratings than a country that scores 0 for all three variables. Given that the ratings have a maximum score of 40, this is a considerable effect (the standard deviation of the ratings is 12.27).
-TABLE 8 AROUND HEREIn summary, only one of the four newly developed indicators for integration earnestness is robustly and significantly correlated with government credibility as measured here, namely, the difficulty-of-delegating indicator. Compared to the other three indicators, the signal sent by the difficulty-of-delegation appears to be the most direct, straightforward, and easy-to-interpret one. Although in game theoretic terms, the difficulty-of-reversal seems just as straightforward, it might well be the case that by possibly anticipating many rounds of the game-or many years-the signal is just too uncertain, noisy, and difficult to interpret. The difficulty with monism might originate from the heterogeneity of the underlying variables. Remember that one of them that is fairly robust has an unanticipated sign (namely, supremacy of international over domestic law is correlated with less, rather than more, credibility). Finally, drawing on domestic courts to increase the credibility of one's policy promises might rely on an assumption that is not always the case: the idea is to make judges the watchdogs of their governments, which presupposes their actual independence. However, in some of the countries most in need of signaling the seriousness of their policy announcements, this assumption is definitely erroneous: in some of the transition countries, the courts have a long history of being the lapdogs rather than the watchdogs of government.
Yet, the nonsignificance of three of the four indicators might be due to an altogether different reason, namely, that an inadequate rule was used to aggregate the single variables into overall indicators. And, indeed, one variable that is a component of the monism indicator (supremacy of international law) and two that are part of the courts indicator (Variables 11 and 16) have a significant impact on credibility. When all these are estimated in a single model, the supremacy of law variable loses its significance, but both court variables retain theirs.
Another possible explanation for my mixed findings could be that my indicators clearly focus on one kind of international integration, namely, formal conventions.
The first two indicators focus on the costs of entering into and exiting from such conventions. The monism and the courts indicators ask for the relative position of formal international law in the domestic legal order and also whether domestic judges are given competence to take formal international law directly into account. Guzman (2008, 58f.) points out that governments have various tools at their disposal to send signals about how serious they are regarding some commitments. According to him, entering a formal treaty is not necessarily more costly than entering into some soft law agreement, but the government ratifying a formal treaty sends the signal that it is very serious, with its promises pledging a great deal of reputational collateral. Here, I analyzed the formal preconditions for sending one kind of signal rather than the kind of signals actually sent by governments. However, the various indicators of international delegation used here are one step in that direction and are in agreement with Guzman (2008) in that they are usually significant.
Conclusion and Outlook
Four indicators for the interplay between international and municipal law are These results should, however, be taken with a grain of salt. Although I tried to secure the reliability of the data, future studies could try to increase the number of responses per country. In addition, increasing the number of countries available for analysis is definitely a priority. I hope that my database constitutes a starting point that will be taken up and extended by other researchers.
I believe that the indicators introduced here can be used to deal with a number of additional questions. The effect of the way international law is integrated into municipal law on the amount of foreign direct investment, as well as on interest rates, are two straightforward examples. But, less obviously, it could also be the case that compliance with international law is, at least partially, determined by its interplay with domestic law. It is well known that formal sanctions for noncompliance with international law are often insufficient to enforce compliance, but it seems possible that the integration of international law into domestic law explains why so many states comply with international law most of the time, as found by Henkin (1979) . The table contains ß regression coefficients, the numbers in parentheses are the absolute values of the estimated tstats, based on the White heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors. **, *, or (*) indicates that the parameter is significantly different from zero on the 1, 5, or 10% level; SER is the standard error of the regression and J.-B. is the value of the Jarque-Bera test on normality of the residuals. Additionally, dummy variables for Argentina and Hungary are included. Their coefficients are not reported here. The table contains ß regression coefficients, the numbers in parentheses are the absolute values of the estimated tstats, based on the White heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors. **, *, or (*) indicates that the parameter is significantly different from zero on the 1, 5, or 10% level; SER is the standard error of the regression and J.-B. is the value of the Jarque-Bera test on normality of the residuals. Additionally, dummy variables for Argentina and Hungary are included. Their coefficients are not reported here. In all cases, the F-statistics are significant at least on 0.01% level. We would be grateful if you could help us with your knowledge concerning the country on which you are an expert. We would appreciate if you could (a) answer the following questions, and (b) could indicate good sources for additional information (primary as well as secondary).
International Law and National Legal Orders
The time needed to complete the questionnaire is likely to be less than 15 minutes.
If you are interested, we would be pleased to keep you informed on the progress concerning the research project. In that case, please provide us with your address. Of course, the easiest way to return the questionnaire is by e-mail. The latest results regarding this research project will be put on our server: In order to avoid ambiguities, please tick either "yes" or "no" and do not leave blanks where both answers are offered as options. ii By specific transformation (specific laws are transformed) YES (0 ) NO ( ).
(13) In your country, is delegation of competence from the nation-state to international organizations primarily considered (in domestic courts) to be equivalent to a a genuine renunciation of certain sovereign rights?
b or is it simply a promise not to exercise those rights? 
